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1.0  Introduction/Background  

 

On March 2, 2015, the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California issued a court order 

accepting a consent decree between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Sierra 

Club, and Natural Resources Defense Council resolving liti gation concerning the deadline for U.S. 

EPA to complete area designations for the 2010 1-hour SO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

(NAAQS).  Per the court order, U.S. EPA will complete the area designations in three additional 

rounds:  the first round by July 2, 2016, the second round by December 31, 2017, and the final round 

by December 31, 2020.   For each round, U.S. EPA will identify additional areas as either 

nonattainment, unclassifiable/attainment, or unclassifiable. 

 

For the first round of designations, U.S. EPA will designate two groups of areas:  1) areas with newly 

monitored violations of the 2010 SO2 standard, and 2) areas that contain stationary sources that 

according to U.S. EPAôs Air Markets Database either emitted more than 16,000 tons of SO2 in 2012 

or emitted more than 2,600 tons of SO2 and had an emission rate of 0.45 pounds of SO2 per million 

BTU (lbs/mmBTU) or higher in 2012 and that had not been announced for retirement as of March 2, 

2015.  

U.S. EPA identified five electric generating facilities in Illinois that meet the stationary source criteria 

established in the courtôs order.  These five facilities are listed in Table 1 and their locations are 

shown in Figure 1.  This report provides Illinoisô area designation recommendations for each of these 

five facilities, and the technical justification for those recommendations.   

 

 

 

Table 1 

Illinois Consent Decree Facilities and Reported 2012 Emissions  

State County Facility Name 
2012 SO2 

Emissions (tons) 

2012 SO2 

Emissions Rate 

(lbs/mmBTU) 

Illinois Jasper Newton Power Station 16,519 0.590 

Illinois Putnam Hennepin Power Station 5,906 0.501 

Illinois Williamson Marion Power Station 5,850 0.489 

Illinois Massac Joppa Steam Coal Power Plant 16,991 0.475 

Illinois Madison Wood River Power Station 6,756 0.476 
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Figure 1 
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1.1  Consent Decree Designation Timeline 

The court order stipulates a compressed timeline for states to submit updated recommendations to 

U.S. EPA, and for U.S. EPA to review this information and make final area designations.  This 

timeline is as follows:    

¶ States submit updated recommendations based on 2012-2014 monitoring data and new actual 

emissions-based modeling to U.S. EPA by September 18, 2015. 

¶ U.S. EPA notifies states of any intended modifications to their area designations (120-day 

letters) no later than March 2, 2016. 

¶ U.S. EPA publishes public notice of state recommendations and the U.S. EPAôs intended 

modifications and initiates a 30-day public comment period on or about February 3, 2016 

¶ The 30-day public comment period ends on or about March 4, 2016. 

¶ States must respond to any modifications proposed by U.S. EPA on or about April 8, 2016. 

¶ U.S. EPA finalizes the first round of SO2 area designations made under the courtôs order, no 

later than July 2, 2016. 

   

1.2  Federal Guidance 

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA) relied on guidance provided in a 

memorandum issued March 20, 2015, by Stephen D. Page, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning 

and Standards at U.S. EPA. This memorandum replaces the original designation guidance for the 

2010 SO2 NAAQS, which was issued on March 24, 2011.  In this guidance, U.S. EPA recommends 

that states analyze the following five factors when considering boundaries for the updated area 

designations: ambient air quality data or dispersion modeling, emissions and emissions-related data, 

meteorology, geography/topography, and jurisdictional boundaries.  Due to the localized nature of 

SO2 impacts, U.S. EPA considers county boundaries as the logical starting point, or presumptive 

boundary, for determining SO2 nonattainment areas.   However, U.S. EPA also provides states with 

the flexibility to designate nonattainment areas consisting of only a portion of a county when 

supported by an examination of the five factors and other information.  When defining partial county 

boundaries, states are advised to use well-defined jurisdictional lines, such as geopolitical boundaries, 

immovable landmarks, and readily identifiable physical features.     

U.S. EPA will designate areas as being nonattainment, attainment, or unclassifiable.  Section 

107(d)(1) of the Clean Air Act defines an area as nonattainment if it is violating the 1-hour SO2 

NAAQS or if emission sources located within the area contribute to a violation in a nearby area.  For 

an area to be designated as attainment, it must meet the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS and not contribute to a 

violation in a nearby area.  Lastly, areas can be designated as unclassifiable when U.S. EPA cannot 

determine based on available information whether an area is or is not meeting the 1-hour SO2 

NAAQS or whether the area is contributing to a violation in a nearby area.  The air quality data used 
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to make these determinations can come from either air monitoring networks or air dispersion 

modeling.         

Due to the short timeframe within which the first round of area designations under the court order 

must be completed, U.S. EPA anticipated that air dispersion modeling would be the most reliable 

source of information for determining designation boundaries.  However, U.S. EPA expected that 

states would also review their latest available SO2 monitoring data from 2012-2014.  U.S. EPA 

intends to also consider any certified SO2 monitoring that might be available for 2015 before the 120-

day letters are sent out.     

 

1.3  Illinoisô Five-Factor Analyses and Designation Recommendations  

Per the guidance issued by U.S. EPA, this report contains Illinoisô updated 1-hour SO2 air quality data 

for 2012-2014, along with air dispersion modeling analyses for the Newton Power Station, Hennepin 

Power Station, Marion Power Station, Joppa Steam Coal Power Plant, and Wood River Power 

Station.  The air dispersion modeling for each of these facilities was conducted in accordance with the 

guidance provided in the December 2013 Modeling Technical Assistance Document (TAD).  In order 

to ensure that the air dispersion modeling conducted for area designations better simulates a 

monitoring approach, the Modeling TAD specifically recommends the following procedures: 

¶ Use of actual emissions as a model input for assessing violations to provide results that reflect 

current actual air quality. 

¶ Use of three years of modeling results to calculate a simulated design value consistent with 

the approach used to calculate three-year design values for air monitoring sites for comparison 

to the NAAQS. 

¶ Placement of receptors only in locations where a monitor could be located. 

¶ Use of actual stack heights rather than adjusting stack height values based on the Good 

Engineering Practice stack height policy when modeling actual emissions. 

The dispersion modeling simulations evaluated the emission impacts of each of the five power plants, 

together with the impacts of those nearby sources and background sources contributing to ambient 

SO2 levels in each modeling domain. The combined modeled impacts of these sources determined 

whether the NAAQS would be met. On this basis, a designation recommendation was developed for 

each of the study areas, with the remaining four ñfactorsò and facility-specific information ultimately 

contributing to a final recommendation and boundary determination. 
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2.0  Illinois SO2 Monitoring Data  Update 

Pursuant to the Consent Decree court order, U.S. EPA will first review the latest available air quality 

data to determine if any new areas of the country have monitored violations of the 2010 1-hour SO2 

standard.  Table 2 shows the most recent three consecutive years of quality assured air monitoring 

data in Illinois for 2012 through 2014, along with the resulting design values.  The design value is 

defined as the three-year average of the annual 99th percentile daily maximum 1-hour SO2 

concentrations collected at each monitor (which is generally the fourth highest daily maximum 1-hour 

concentration, averaged over three consecutive years). Since Illinois EPAôs original SO2 area 

designations were submitted to U.S. EPA in 2011, based on 2008-2010 air quality data, there has 

been a significant improvement in air quality statewide.  At the end of 2010, four monitors were 

violating the 2010 1-hour SO2 standard.  By the end of 2014, there was only one monitor violating the 

2010 1-hour SO2 standard.  This last violating monitor is located in the Pekin SO2 Nonattainment 

Area in Tazewell County (see Figure 2) and is currently being addressed through a rulemaking 

proposed by the Illinois EPA.  Therefore, based on the latest available 2012-2014 air quality data, 

there are no new areas in the State of Illinois with monitored violations of the 2010 1-hour SO2 

standard.      

Table 2 

 Illinois 2012-2014 1-Hour SO2 Design Values (ppb) 

AQS Code County Site 
Annual 99

th
 Percentiles Design 

Value 2012 2013 2014 

170191001 Champaign Bondville 14 14 15 14 

170310076 Cook Chicago - Com Ed 17 10 15 14 

170311601 Cook Lemont 108 73 16 66 

170314201 Cook Northbrook 17 10 12 13 

170990007 La Salle Oglesby 6 9 10 8 

171150013 Macon Decatur 38 33 38 36 

171170002 Macoupin Nilwood 8 7 10 8 

171191010 Madison South Roxana 17 23 18 19 

171193007 Madison Wood River WTP 30 29 30 30 

171430024 Peoria Peoria 44 32 38 38 

171570001 Randolph Houston 24 11 12 16 

171630010 St. Clair East St. Louis 24 19 25 23 

171670006 Sangamon Springfield 15 12 21 16 

171790004 Tazewell Pekin 245 195 190 210 

171850001 Wabash Mount Carmel 89 55 53 66 
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Figure 2 
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3.0 Illinois Modeling Analyses 

3.1  Newton Power Station (Jasper County) 

The Newton area contains a stationary source that satisfies both of the conditions (only one or 

the other required to qualify) of the March 2, 2015, Consent Decree between U.S. EPA, Sierra Club, 

and the NRDC.  Newton Power Station emitted greater than 16,000 tons (16,519) tons per year of 

SO2 in 2012 and it also had an emission rate that exceeds 0.45 lbs/mmBtu (0.590) in 2012.  

3.1.1 Study Area 

The Newton Power Station (Illinois Power Generating Company), located in southeastern Illinois 

in the southwestern portion of Jasper County, is one of the five plants subject to the March 2015 SO2 

Consent Decree.  It is approximately seven miles southwest of the city of Newton in a rural area 

bounded on the east and south by Newton Lake (see Figure 3).  For the air quality impact analysis, 

the determination of the extent of the study area (i.e., receptor grid) is based primarily on three key 

considerations.  First, the location of the SO2 emission sources/facilities considered for modeling; 

second, the extent of significant concentration gradients of nearby sources; and third, sufficient 

receptor coverage and density to adequately capture and resolve model predicted maximum SO2 

concentrations. 

Figure 3 Newton Study Area (Jasper County) 
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3.1.2 Model Setup and Execution 

Beginning in 2005, the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency 

Regulatory Model (AERMOD) has been U.S. EPAôs preferred model for near-field (out to 50 km) 

dispersion modeling applications in the United States.  The AERMOD model itself is one part of a 

modeling system that includes companion pre-processing programs that prepare other inputs into the 

model.  The model is capable of evaluating air quality impacts for averaging times that vary from 1-

hour to a year and from multiple emissions sources and types, while also incorporating the influences 

of complex terrain, varying land use, and meteorology. The model is designed to account for 

planetary boundary layer turbulence structure and to effectively handle scaling concepts.  Plume 

downwash induced by structures is also addressed in the model via the BPIP-PRIME algorithm.  

 

3.1.2.1 Model Settings   

For the Newton Study Area, as with all of the study areas, the AERMOD dispersion model was 

run exclusively in the regulatory default mode..  The AERMOD modeling system includes the 

following programs, with the latest publicly available versions indicated in parentheses: 

- AERMOD (15181) 

- BPIP-PRIME (04274) 

- AERMET (15181), AERMINUTE (14337) 

- AERMAP (11103) 

- AERSURFACE (13016) 

This software is downloadable from U.S. EPAôs Transfer Technology Network (TTN) website.  

 

3.1.2.2 Auerôs Analysis        

An important first step in establishing the model settings for the Newton Study Area was 

determining if the sources within the study area are located within a rural or urban dispersion regime. 

Generally, urban areas cause higher rates of dispersion because of increased turbulence and buoyancy 

caused by higher surface roughness (tall buildings) and enhanced thermal buoyancy from urban heat 

island effects.  U. S. EPA guidance allows the use of the Auerôs land use scheme within three 

kilometers of a source to determine the predominant dispersion regime.  Essentially, if the percentage 

of land use types that are characteristic of an urban environment, such as light to heavy industrial, 

compact residential-single family or multi-family etc., is equal to or greater than 50% of the area 

within the three-kilometer radius circle, then the area should be classified (and modeled) as urban. If 

otherwise, the model can be run in rural mode.  Recent versions of AERMOD do allow some 

flexibility to mix and match sources as rural or urban instead of  an either/or approach, as select 
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subsets of sources can be flagged to be run with the AERMOD URBANOPT option on, while leaving 

other sources in Rural mode.  

The three-kilometer ring for the Newton Study Area is centered on the main stack at the Newton 

Power Station. The data source for land cover is the 2011 National Land Cover Database (NLCD), 

with a data cell size (raster) of 30 meters by 30 meters. The results of the Auerôs analysis for the 

Newton Study Area are presented in Figure 4 and Table 3.   

Figure 4  

Auerôs Analysis - Newton Study Area 
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Table 3 

Auerôs Analysis Land Use Percentages by Category - Newton Study Area 

 

The Auerôs analysis indicates the study area is approximately 98.2% rural and 1.8% urban; 

therefore the rural option applies to all emissions sources in the modeling domain. 

 

3.1.2.3 Emissions 

U. S. EPA guidance for developing designation recommendations based upon modeling specifies 

the use of actual emissions (as opposed to allowable) as input to produce results that reflect the 

existing air quality in a study area.  U.S. EPA recommends using the most recent three years of actual 

emissions since they would best represent the emissions that would simulate the impacts of a three-

year monitoring dataset for determining compliance with the NAAQS.  In this application, actual 

emissions were used from the years 2012-2014.  

In using actual emissions, U. S. EPA suggests that the best achievable characterization of the 

three-year hourly emissions profile be developed from continuous emissions monitoring systems 

(CEMS) data or from other means as described in the SO2 NAAQS Designations Modeling TAD.  If 

CEMS data are not available, then detailed throughput, operating schedules, and exhaust information 

is a next best option to create temporally varying emission profiles.  AERMOD is equipped with two 

keyword functions, HOUREMIS and EMISFACT, which allow flexibility in terms of modeling 

variable emissions, depending on the depth of data on-hand.  The HOUREMIS function allows the 

incorporation of hourly varying emissions, stack exit temperatures, and stack exit velocities into a 

NLCD Value NLCD 2011 Description Auer's Code Auer's Class Cell Count Percentage Totals

23 Developed, Medium Intensity R2/R3 306 0.97%

24 Developed, High Intensity I1/I2/C1 253 0.81%

11 Open Water A5 6,370 20.29%

21 Developed, Open Space A1/R4 1,024 3.26%

22 Developed, Low Intensity R1 390 1.24%

31 Barren Land (Rock/Sand/Clay) A3 157 0.50%

41 Deciduous Forest A4 8,345 26.58%

42 Evergreen Forest A4 0 0.00%

43 Mixed Forest A4 0 0.00%

52 Shrub/Scrub A4 6 0.02%

71 Grassland/Herbaceous A3 1,001 3.19%

81 Pasture/Hay A3 2,546 8.11%

82 Cultivated Crops A2 10,997 35.03%

90 Wood Wetlands A4 0 0.00%

95 Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands A3 2 0.01%

 Total 31,397 100.00% 100.00%Analysis based on 30 meter by 30 meter raster cells extracted for each area.

Rural

1.78%

98.22%

Newton 3 km Ring

Urban

Newton Study Area Auer's Analysis
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single model-ready file.  The keyword function EMISFACT can be used alone if there is insufficient 

information to determine hourly emissions, but enough information to approximate somewhat longer 

timeframe characterizations.  EMISFACT allows the model to multiply a constant emissions rate by 

an emissions factor which can vary in a way that provides for a reasonable profile of seasonal, daily, 

day of week, and even hour of day characterization of emissions. 

Determining which sources to model in the Newton Study Area included compiling a list of SO2 

sources within a ten-kilometer radius of the Newton Power Station from the Illinois EPA statewide 

inventory database, and also evaluating the potential for sources beyond 10 km to cause a significant 

concentration gradient within the Newton Study Area.  The Newton Power Station is the only SO2 

source within the ten-kilometer study area, and there are no sources beyond ten kilometers that 

Illinois EPA considers to have the potential to cause significant gradient impacts within the study 

area.  Actual emissions for the years 2012-2014 are provided in Table 4. 

Table 4 Modeled Facility  Actual Emissions - Newton Study Area 

Company I.D. Facility Name 

SO2 Emissions (tons per year) 

2012 2013 2014 

079808AAA Newton Power Station 16,533.83 16,144.5 16,372.76 

Total Emissions All Facilities 16,533.83 16,144.5 16,372.76 

 

Hourly varying 2012-2014 CEMS data, coupled with hourly-specific exit temperatures and exit 

velocities, were provided by Illinois Power Generating Company for use in the dispersion modeling.  

See Appendix A for the full emissions inventory and stack parameters, including the substitution 

methods employed for addressing missing or erroneous data fields.  For the Newton Study Area, the 

HOUREMIS factor was applied to the two point sources modeled.  The EMISFACT keyword was 

not deemed necessary for representing this facilityôs emissions.  The hourly emissions file is included 

with this submittal and can be found on the DVD representing Appendix C. 

3.1.2.4 Meteorology   

The SO2 TAD recommends using the three most recent years of meteorology for modeling 

applicable to the SO2 area designations process.  In this case, data for meteorological years 2012-

2014 were available.  This time period aligns with the three years of hourly emissions data input into 

the model.  This temporal linking of emissions and meteorology in the model provides the best 

approximation of the real-world impacts which would occur during that time should a monitor have 

been present. 

The selection of a representative meteorological station for each of the study areas was based on 

proximity, similarity of terrain/surface roughness, and climatological consistency. Central Illinois and 

central Indiana share similar topography, climate, and land use.  For the Newton Study Area, National 

Climatic Data Center National Weather Service (NWS) surface meteorology from Evansville, Indiana 
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(WBAN No. 93817, 123 km to the southeast), and coincident upper air observations from Lincoln, 

Illinois (WBAN No. 04833, 164 km to the northwest), were selected as best representative of 

meteorological conditions within the study area (EVV/ILX) . 

The three-year surface wind rose for Evansville, Indiana, is depicted in Figure 5.  The frequency 

and magnitude of wind speed and direction are defined in terms of where the wind is blowing from, 

parsed out in twelve 30-degree wind sectors. The predominant wind direction during the three-year 

time period represented in the modeling is from the southwest, occurring approximately 11.3% of the 

time. The highest percentage wind speed range, occurring 25.3% of the time, was in the 3.6 ï 5.7 m/s 

range. 

Figure 5  

Evansville, Indiana, Cumulative Annual Wind Rose 

2012-2014 
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Meteorological data from the above surface and upper air stations were used in generating 

AERMOD-ready files with the AERMET processor, a part of the AERMOD software suite.  The 

output meteorological data created by the AERMET processor is suitable for being applied with 

AERMOD input files for AERMOD modeling runs. 

The methodology and settings performed in the processing of the raw meteorological data into 

AERMOD-ready format followed the guidelines set forth in the draft guidance, Regional 

Meteorological Data Processing Protocol, U.S. EPA Region 5 and States (February 1, 2013).  Surface 

characteristics such as Albedo, Bowen Ratio, and Surface Roughness (Zo) were developed using 

AERSURFACE, an AERMET companion preprocessor.  

The surface meteorological wind field data is input to AERMET from two separate sources.  

Hourly surface meteorological data records are read by AERMET and include all the necessary 

elements for meteorological data processing.  However, wind data taken at hourly intervals may not 

always portray wind conditions for the entire hour, which can be variable in nature compared to more 

stable meteorological data categories not prone to wide ranging changes.  Indeed, wind data that 

portrays calm conditions for the hour is not usable for modeling proposes and must be passed over by 

AERMOD when modeling is being performed.  In order to better represent actual wind conditions at 

the meteorological tower, wind data of one minute duration was provided from the same instrument 

tower, but in a different formatted file to be processed by a separate preprocessor, AERMINUTE.  

This data is subsequently integrated into the AERMET processing to produce final hourly wind 

records of AERMOD-ready meteorological data that approach actual conditions and reduce the 

frequency of reported calm wind conditions.  This allows AERMOD to apply more hours of 

meteorology to modeled inputs, and therefore produce more concentration data output.  As a guard 

against excessively high concentrations that could be produced in very light wind conditions, Illinois 

EPA set a minimum threshold of 0.5 m/s in processing meteorological data for use in AERMOD.  In 

setting this threshold, no wind speeds lower than this value would be used for determining 

concentrations.  This threshold was specifically applied to the one minute wind data. 

The AERMOD-ready ñ.sfcò and ñ.pflò meteorological data files are included in this submittal via 

the DVD representing Appendix C.  

 

3.1.2.5 Receptor Network/Terrain     

The receptor grid for Newton was designed to be of sufficient density and size to capture all 

relevant concentration gradients from modeled sources and to adequately resolve the maximum 

predicted SO2 design value concentration.  In the case of the Newton Study Area, the Newton Power 

Station was the only source modeled.  Thus, the receptor grid includes fine to coarse spacing in a 

Cartesian grid network extending outward in all directions from the facility fenceline. Receptor 

spacing was approximately: 
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¶ 50 meters along the fenceline 

¶ 100 meters from the fenceline out to 5.0 kilometers 

¶ 500 meters from 5.0 kilometers out to 8.0 kilometers 

The Newton Study Area receptor grid is presented in Figure 6.  A total of 12,165 receptors 

comprised the network, covering the southwestern section of Jasper County and small portions of 

Effingham and Clay counties.  The terrain in the study area is best described as flat to gently rolling.  

To account for terrain changes, the AERMAP terrain program was used to specify terrain elevations 

and hill scale height for all the receptors.  The source of the elevation data incorporated into the 

model is from the USGS National Elevation Database (NED). 

Figure 6 Receptor Grid ï Newton Study Area 

 

 

3.1.2.6 Background SO2          

The regional SO2 sources not explicitly modeled in AERMOD were characterized as background 

contributors to SO2 in the study area and represented via background monitoring data.  U.S. EPA 

recommends inclusion into the model data from the nearest representative background SO2 monitor 

operated by federal, state, local, or tribal organizations. The Nilwood, Illinois, monitor was selected 

for the Newton study area.  The Nilwood monitor is located approximately 142 kilometers northwest 



17 

of the study area in rural Macoupin County.  The monitor, operated and maintained by Illinois EPA, 

has hourly SO2 concentrations which have been validated for the three years modeled in this analysis 

(2012-2014).  

For this modeling application, Illinois EPA incorporated temporally-varying background 1-hour 

concentrations developed from the Nilwood, Illinois, monitor.  The values developed for input into 

AERMOD are based on the 99
th
 percentile monitored concentrations and vary by season and hour.  

The seasons are characterized as: Winter (Dec-Jan-Feb), Spring (Mar-Apr-May), Summer (Jun-Jul-

Aug), and Fall (Sep-Oct-Nov).  The second highest value for each hour of the day (24 values) by 

season was averaged for the years 2012-2014 to derive 96 distinct 1-hour SO2 background 

concentration values, in total for the four seasons.  The latest version of AERMOD allows inclusion 

of these hourly varying background values directly into the AERMOD runstream file via the 

SEASONHR keyword.  For model results reported here, the maximum impacts include the 

contribution from background SO2 in the modeled design value.  A table of the background SO2 

hourly varying values by season is provided in Appendix B. 

 

3.1.3 Summary of Results 

The AERMOD simulation for the Newton Study Area included two stacks, nine structures, one 

fenceline, and 12,165 receptors.  The model simulated the years 2012-2014, combining emissions, 

meteorology, terrain, and background SO2 levels into the model to calculate a maximum 99
th
 

percentile 1-hour SO2 concentration for each receptor in the grid. The results presented in Table 5 

report the magnitude and geographic location of the highest predicted concentration. 

Table 5  

Maximum Predicted 99
th

 Percentile 1-Hour SO2 Concentration 

 Newton Study Area 

Averaging Period 
Data 

Period 

Receptor Location 

(Meters) 

SO2 Concentration 

(µg/m
3
) 

East North Modeled NAAQS 

99
th
 Percentile 1- 

Hour Average 
2012-2014 390400 4314200 138.89 196.23* 

* Equivalent to the 75 ppb standard 

The maximum predicted 99
th
 percentile 1-hour average concentration within the modeling domain is 

138.89 µg/m3, or 53.0 ppb. The maximum occurred within the dense 100-meter grid approximately 

3.85 km northeast of the Newton Power station main stack.  The colored contour map of maximum 

99
th
 percentile concentrations presented in Figure 7 depicts the maximum predicted concentration for 

each receptor in the study area and indicates the location of the overall predicted maximum. 
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Figure 7  

Maximum Predicted 99
th

 Percentile 1-Hour SO2 Concentrations - Newton Study Area 

 

 

3.1.4 Designation Recommendation 

Based on the modeling results, the extent of the study area, and consideration of other SO2 sources in 

the multi-county area, Illinois EPA recommends that Jasper County be designated as attainment for 

the 1-hour SO2 standard.  

  
























































































































